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FAO Andrew Munnis Date 10 December 2012 
4th Floor, Exchange Tower 
19 Canning Street Your ref  
Edinburgh 
EH3 8EG Our ref CVIP/DRL/BN/EW/ 

12/04007/FUL 
 

Dear Sirs 
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 
PROPOSED CHANGE OF USE AND CONVERSION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS FROM 
UNIVERSITY CAMPUS TO RESIDENTIAL AND CONSTRUCTION OF NEW BUILD 
RESIDENTIAL, TOGETHER WITH ANCILLARY DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC REALM, 
UTILITIES INFRASTRUCTURE INCLUDING ACCESS ROADS, CAR PARKING AND 
LANDSCAPING  
PLANNING APPLICATION (REFERENCE 12/04007/FUL) 
 
I refer to your application submitted on 12 November 2012 reference 12/04007/FUL.   
 
We have now had the opportunity to review the plans and the associated documentation which 
forms your submission.  This review has identified a number of deficiencies and inaccuracies 
within the submission.  I am writing to you to outline what these are and to request that the 
additional information necessary to address these is submitted in order that a full assessment of 
the proposals can be undertaken. 
 
Generally there is a lack of coordination of the documents. While the Wardall Armstrong 
Landscape Assessment is noted it is not referenced elsewhere. Similarly the Conservation Plan 
is noted but does not inform other documents. This is particularly noticeable within the 
Environmental Statement.  A further example is the inclusion of the Pre-Application Consultation 
(PAC) Report within the Environmental Statement Appendices.      
 
There are also a number of inaccurate statements.  In the Planning Statement paragraph 5.35 
you state that “…The various tests for the enabling development have been met and are 
accepted by the Planning Authority and Knight Frank LLP”.  This is factually incorrect.  No 
agreement has been reached in respect of any element of the proposal, although the aspiration 
to secure the long term use of the listed buildings is an agreed objective with all stakeholders.  
    
For clarity I have endeavoured to identify the deficiencies and inaccuracies under separate 
headings, however, this may not be exhaustive and given I am still waiting for the majority of 
consultee responses, it is likely there will be further additional information identified at a later 
stage.   
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Design (Landscape and Built Form) 
 
Off site views - I have tested a sample of the off site views submitted and consider the quality of 
the images are inaccurate and not representative of how the site is read by the human eye.  
Refer to the attached appendix for detailed comments on each view.  
 
  
On site views – refer to attached appendix. 

Drawing information - In general the drawings submitted are incomplete for an application of this 
size, and do not represent a coordinated set of information for the site and individual 
development areas.  The appendix comments on individual drawings and lists drawing which 
are required.  It should be noted this list is not exhaustive.  

Landscape setting and buildings - There is no assessment of landscape setting of the buildings 
in the Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Section of the EIA.  It is indicated in the methodology 
(Appendix 7.1) that the impacts on the historic landscape can be assessed.  There is an 
assessment of the impact on the buildings and the archaeology. We request that this is also 
completed using the same methodology for the landscape. The impact on the landscape setting 
is a key issue and has to be assessed using the same methodology for clarity and should be 
supported by the conclusions drawn in the conservation plan.  

Conservation Plan – There is conflicting information in the executive summary and key 
conclusion of character assessment. The document also contains conflicting information in 
relation to how many sites could be developed with „discrete development‟. Nor does it clearly 
set out the importance of the areas around the buildings for example the setting in relation to 
development areas. 

Road Design – No details have been provided regarding the proposed design of the roads.  

 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
 
The EIA submitted with the application is not considered to be a competent document in terms 
of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 
2011.  There are a number of key areas within the EIA which have not been appropriately 
addressed.  A number of examples is detailed below, however it should be noted that this is not 
an exhaustive list: 
 
The proposed scheme has not been assessed in terms of the impact on key designations.  No 
statements on magnitude or significance of the new development have been included.   
 
No mitigation measures have been put forward for the proposals – generic statements relating 
to good design, additional tree planting etc. contained within Table 5.6 are not acceptable. 
 
There is concern that the EIA does not show an accurate interpretation of what trees will be 
retained on the site which consequently will impact on the visual analysis. This cannot be 
established without a full package of information. 
 
The assessment of the Edinburgh Skyline Study is incomplete.  Table 5.5 should incorporate 
the key characteristics of each key view and assessment of the impact of the development on 
the key view.    
 
Appendix 5.4 is inaccurate.  Non - submission of night time views due to project timescale is not 
an acceptable justification for failing to provide adequate information.  It should be noted that 
these night time views were requested as part of the scoping. (Paragraph 5.2.34) 
 
Drawing numbers are referenced throughout the viewpoint section in Chapter 5, however, the 
majority of these drawings are not marked with these reference numbers within the paper copy 
submission.   
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Chapter 6 contains no mitigation measures. 
 
Drawings within the non- technical summary are not legible.   
 
Overall it is considered that the information has not been presented in a clear, comprehensive 
and objective manner.  It is therefore suggested that a meeting is held to discuss the content of 
the EIA and agree the form of the revised EIA.   
 
Enabling case 
 
It is noted that your application is submitted with a supporting case for enabling development.  
The basis of your case for enabling development appears to be contained within your 
supporting planning statement 5.31 - 5.40.  
 
In the absence of specific Scottish policy on enabling development the application will be 
considered against the English Heritage policy on Enabling Development and Conservation of 
Significant Places. 
 
Your Planning Statement makes reference to policy criteria a – g, setting out your case in 
paragraph 5.31.  Your response to these criteria is considered weak at best and wholly lacking 
in other areas. To demonstrate the requirement for an enabling case a robust justification, 
backed by comprehensive supporting information, is essential.  The English Heritage policy 
contains comprehensive guidance on what is required of an enabling case and all aspects of 
this document should be given due consideration.  As a minimum requirement the checklist set 
out in appendix 1 should be used to guide your submission.  It is suggested that you revisit your 
supporting information in respect of all of the policy criteria. 
 
It is noted that your application is not accompanied by any form of financial assessment, instead 
making reference to the view expressed by the CEC Economic Development team and Knight 
Frank.  The Knight Frank report was commissioned by the Council and is a working document 
as part of the consideration of the enabling case.  It reviews an initial financial appraisal 
submitted by the applicant during the pre-application stage.  The proposal has changed since 
the initial financial appraisal was submitted and so has the long term landscape maintenance 
strategy.  It would be misleading to allow public access to this document as it does not relate to 
the current scheme. 
 
Should you wish to submit a financial appraisal it is suggested that a conservation deficit 
appraisal be carried out in addition to a financial appraisal for the proposed scheme. Any figures 
contained within these appraisals should be fully explained and justified. Any financial 
supporting information should seek to address the queries raised during the pre-application 
report. 
 
I would take this opportunity to bring to your attention English Heritage policy para.3.8 in respect 
of confidentiality. If submitting a financial appraisal I would be grateful if you could clarify the 
extent of documentation for consideration by the public.    
 
Other supporting information 
 
A confidential report, as referenced in your documentation, has not been submitted.   
 
Timescale / Processing agreement 
 
As this is a major application the target timescale for determination is 4 months.  We have 
requested that a processing agreement is signed with a longer timescale for determination but 
no agreement has been reached to date.  
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As I am sure you will appreciate, without a signed processing agreement we will need to work 
towards a decision within 4 months. If I am not in possession of a signed agreement by 
Christmas I will need to commence work on a committee report to hit the 4 month deadline. 
Once I commence work on the report I will be unable to enter into any discussions about the 
merit of the proposal.  
 
Should your client not intend to provide additional information then I would request that you 
confirm this approach prior to Christmas. If your client does intend to submit additional 
information then it is requested that you sign a processing agreement which agrees a longer 
period for determination to allow the preparation and consideration of this information (including 
further consultation). A processing agreement has been forwarded under separate cover. 
Ultimately it is for your client to decide which approach they are to take and which, if any, 
agreement they wish to sign.  
 
Clearly I am disappointed that this application is incomplete. I have attempted to identify the 
deficiencies and inaccuracies in your submission to assist you in submitted the required 
information. Once again I would reiterate that this may not be an exhaustive list. It is requested 
that any additional information be submitted as a single package, only once the current public 
consultation period is complete. Should you wish to discuss anything in further detail, please 
call either myself, Bruce Nicolson on telephone 529 3516 or Elaine Robertson 529 3612. 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
 
 
Emma Wilson 
Planning Officer 
Major Developments – City Centre & West 
 
Enc: Appendix 



 

 

 
 

Appendix 

Craighouse Campus 12/04007/FUL  

Review of information submitted. 
 
1. On site Views:  
 
Previous advice was given that as Craighouse has public access and significant buildings 
on site LVIA views are required.  This would keep the type of photomontage and 
analysis consistent and the EIA a more complete document. All new trees indicated in the 
views should be shown as approximately 5m high specimens. This height corresponds to 
extra-heavy standard and semi-mature tree. Trees like these do not to grow very fast and 
can stay the same height for years. They could, if they wish, provide views at a later stage 
as well, but the heights of the trees would have to be accurate (for example 10 years or 
so)‟. 
 
The on site views have not been provided to this standard.  Also, in our email to the agent 
dated 27th September 2012 we requested that all on site views should be photomontages.  
This approach requires the photomontages to include accurate tree and landscape 
information.   
 
View locations for the on site views have not been shown on a key plan within the design 
and access statement and therefore we are unable to confirm if these views have been 
taken from appropriate locations within the site.  We will comment further on the on site 
once we have this information.  Also, as noted above all of these views should be 
presented as before and after photomontages.   
  
Views not provided:  
Before and after view from Gatehouse into site across the open space to the new LRC 
development site. 
Before and after view from New Craig to the south of the site 
  
Additional on site views will be required to allow a full assessment of this level of 
development against the character of the site, setting of the listed buildings and impact on 
city views from within the site. These views will be agreed once a key plan has been 
provided showing the exact locations of the site views provided within section 27 of the 
Design and Access Statement.   
 
 
 
 
 
2.  Off Site Views 
 
We have tested a sample of the off site views submitted and consider the quality of the 
images are inaccurate and not representative of how the site is read by the human eye.  
Infact some of the wireline views appear to have been modelled on a previous scheme.   
 
Further views to be provided: 
View required from Character Appraisal along Morningside Drive  
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Viewpoint 9 from Meggetland does not show Craighouse, this view should be retaken 
closer to Slateford Station in the area of open space.  From this location Craighouse is 
clearly visible. 
View 10 – not provided but required. 
View 3a – Shows previous scheme not current 
View 12 – not provided 
Night images to be provided 
 
 
3.  Cut and fill information 
Cut and fill information is required. Cross sections and an indication of the where the spoil 
is to be stored is required. The final location of the excavated spoil is to be indicated on the 
drawings. Details of reinstatement of the landscape is required if the spoil is to be 
disposed of on site 
Cut and fill operations will have an impact on the existing vegetation, in particular the 
mature trees. Detailed cross sections through the trees are required to assess the impact 
indicating the cut/fill area in relation to the Root Protection Area.  
 
4.  Further Tree Survey 
A detailed tree survey is required for the north woodland in order to assess the impact of 
the North Craig and Old Craig Court and the drainage route and attenuation tank. If any of 
the trees identified have the potential to support bat roosts this should be highlighted.   
Given the importance of the character of the woodland on the hill a Woodland 
Management Plan is required as part of the application and not as a condition.   
Underground storage structures - Details of the locations of the underground storage 
structures are required and the location, width and height of the proposed drainage bunds.  
 
5.  Landscape Setting of Buildings: 
There is no assessment of landscape setting of the buildings in the Archaeology and 
Cultural Heritage Section of the EIA. It is indicated in the methodology (Appendix 7.1) that 
the impacts on the historic landscape can be assessed.  We request that this is also 
completed using the same methodology for the landscape. The impact on the landscape 
setting is a key issue and has to be assessed using the same methodology for clarity.  
This should be supported by the conservation plan.    
 
6.  Conservation Plan: 
There is conflicting information in the executive summary and key conclusion of character 
assessment regarding the number of sites which could be developed.  The Conservation 
Plan should be used in support of the above landscape assessment setting of buildings.  It 
is noted that the Conservation Area Plan dated June 2009 for this site and by the same 
consultants does not identify the same possible areas for development as stated in the 
executive summary of the Conservation Plan for his application dated 2012. 
 
7. Woodland Management Plan to be provided for the application site. 
 
8.  Detailed Road, path and lighting layout required:  No detailed drawings with levels 
of the proposed road and path layout with integrated lighting strategy for the site has been 
provided. This information is required.  Detailed design drawings for each street condition 
should be provided in plan and section.  
 
9.  Bund details to be provided. 
 
10.  Suds design drawing to be provided. 
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11.  Maintenance Plan to be provided. 
 
12. Comments on Drawings: 
In general the drawings submitted are incomplete, and do not represent a coordinated set 
of information for the site and individual development areas.  The attached document 
comments on individual drawings and lists drawing which are required.  It should be noted 
this list is not exhaustive.  No drawing schedule has been submitted with the application.   
 
Detail Area Drawings 1-5:  
WA-L07(REVC), WA-L04(REVC), WA-L05(REVC), WA-L06(REVC) 
General comments on all drawings.  The drawings provided are not detail plan drawings 
for each development site.  No level information had been provided on these drawings and 
no cross referencing has been made to the detailed drawings for each area.     
 
PL001 Existing Site Plan: All existing levels and contours to be provided on this drawing.  
Also extent of site plan to be extended to the base of the hill in all directions.  
 
PL004 Site Wide Long Sections: Drawing incomplete.  These are not drawn as 
architectural sections, this is required.  No level information provided.    Additional site 
sections required to show full extent of the proposal.  
  
WAL01 Landscape Masterplan /Proposed Site Plan: Drawings incomplete.  No level 
information. 
 
PL100 North Craig: Drawings incomplete.  No detailed ground floor and garden level 
contextual information provided.  At least 2 North/South contextual sections to be provided 
with levels both before and proposed to be provided.  At least two sections required and 
should be extended both back to New Craig and north through the woodland to fully show 
the proposal. North contextual elevation to be provided.  Carparking proposals to be 
shown in full.  Key plan to be fully referenced to show sections.  All levels, ground, floor top 
of building etc to be shown for both existing and proposed. 
 
L05.1 Craiglea Place:  
General comments: Drawings incomplete. Insufficient information provided.  Levels 
omitted from drawings and no detailed existing drawing with levels.  Sections to be 
provided and detailed plan showing relationship with site boundaries and to include both 
the golf club house and adjacent terrace.  Full contextual ground floor plan to be provided 
with full landscape details. 
 
PL 106 Duncan Villa: Drawings incomplete.  Full level information not provided including 
existing ground line.  Ground floor contextual plan not provided.  Contextual sectional 
information not provided. These sections should extend into the open space and back to 
the woodland and fully show the building in context with adjacent buildings including 
exisitng and proposed ground line conditions. 
 
PL108 Clouston Villa: Drawings incomplete.  Full level information not provided including 
existing ground line.  Ground floor contextual plan not provided including detailed 
landscape plan.  No sectional information provided.   This should include existing and 
proposed ground levels and sections should be shown on a key plan. Material not noted 
on the drawings.  
 
PL 104 and PL 105 Kings Craig: Drawings incomplete.  No key plan provided to show 
where sections and elevations have been taken from No building sections provided.  
Sectional information should extend through the woodland to a minimum to the site 
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boundary. At least two sections should be provided N/S through the New Craig which fully 
show not only the proposed new development including the relationship with New Craig, 
and the new landscaped space with existing and proposed levels. Existing ground levels 
not shown and not all new proposed building heights and levels shown. Roof plan not 
provided. 
 
PL101 West Craig 1  – Drawings incomplete.  No key plan, no detailed contextual ground 
floor plan, insufficient contextual sectional information to show how the building sits in the 
context including its relationship and impact on the adjacent woodland.  Height and level 
information incomplete.  Existing and proposed ground lines to be shown.   
 
L04.2 and GA 05 Old Craig Grove: Drawing information incomplete. No key plan showing 
sections.   No detailed contextual ground floor plan, insufficient contextual sectional 
information to show how the building sits in the context including its relationship and 
impact on the adjacent woodland, stone wall and open space.  Height and level 
information incomplete.  Existing and proposed ground lines to be shown.  East elevation 
background information not clear. 
 
Old Craig Court 15 drawings:  Drawing information incomplete.  E/W sections to be 
provided.   No detailed contextual ground floor plan, insufficient contextual sectional 
information to show how the building sits in the context including its relationship and 
impact on the adjacent woodland and open space.  Height and level information 
incomplete.  Existing and proposed ground lines to be shown. 
 
Edge of Conservation Area Site elevation:  Site elevation required along the extent of the 
edge to the conservation area ie Craighouse Road both before and after.  This drawing 
should also show any works to the proposed stone wall.  
 
13. Daylight Sunlight and Privacy study required. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 


